RD-A121  257 


TOWARDS  A  STRATEGV  OF  COMPETITIONS)  RRHV  MAR  COLL 
CARLISLE  BARRACKS  PA  S  P  BASSETT  15  APR  82 


UNCLASSIFIED 


F/G  5/4 


K 


The  view*  expressed  in  mil  paper  an  those  of  the  author 
and  do  sot  necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  the 
Department  of  Defenae  or  any  of  its  agencies.  This 
document  may  not  be  released  for  open  publication  unti 
it  baa  been  deared  by  the  appropriate  military  service  or 
government  agency. 


STUDENT 

ESSAY 


TOWARDS  A  STRATEGY  OF  COMPETITION 


Lieutenant  Colonel  Sterling  P.  Bassett 


OTIC 


?%ELECTE 

NOV  1  5  1982 


15  April  1982 


Approval  fwr  pdhllo  wl 
Olatribtttla*  unlimited, 


IS  ARMY  VAR  C0LLE6E,  CARLISLE  BARRACKS,  PENNSYLVANIA 


82  I1 


12  l85 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  (When  Dmt*  Kntmd) 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


READ  INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE  COMPLETING  FORM 


4.  TITLE  (end  Subtlttm) 


Towards  a  Strategy  of  Competition 


5.  TYPE  OF  REPORT  4  PERIOD  COVEREO 


Student  Essay 


6.  PERFORMING  ORG.  REPORT  NUMBER 


7.  author/*; 


8.  CONTRACT  OR  GRANT  NUMBER/*) 


10.  PROGRAM  ELEMENT.  PROJECT.  TASK 
AREA  &  WORK  UNIT  NUMBERS 


Sterling  P.  Bassett 


9.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME  AND  ADDRESS 

US  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa  17013 


It.  CONTROLLING  OFFICE  NAME  ANO  ADDRESS 

Same 

113.  NUMBER  OF  PAGES 

8 _ 


4.  MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME  ft  ADDRESS/!/  dl Iterant  from  Controlling  Office)  15.  SECURITY  CLASS,  (of  thle  report) 

Unclassified 


IS*.  DECLASSIFICATION/ DOWNGRADING 
SCHEDULE 


16.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  thle  Report) 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited. 


17.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  the  ebetrmet  entered  In  Block  30,  It  different  from  Report) 


19.  KEY  WOROS  (Continue  on  reveree  elde  It  neceeeery  end  Identity  by  block  number) 


20.  ABSTRACT  (Continue  an  rereree  elde  If  neceeeery  end  Identify  by  block  number) 

- "^This  otrto t-^ndtng  essay  is  a  hypothetical  statement  made  by  the 

Secretary  of  State  (designate)  appearing  before  his  confirmation  hearing 
conducted  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  21  Jan  1985.  Student 
postulates  that  our  grand  strategy  of  containment  has  proven  to  be  neither 
an  effective  strategy  nor  viable  theory;  that  this  strategy  today  is  no 
longer  feasible  nor  desirable.  In  a  very  thought-provoking  essay  he 
advocates  a  strategy  of  competition  as  opposed  to  contaiment.  This  strategy 


EDITION  OF  t  MOV  ••  IS  OBSOLETE 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  (Bften  Dele  Entered) 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  RAOEfmaa  Ml  hlwwO 


Item  20.  continued.  * 

-'"S  would  invoke  a  proactive  theory  'v£cW~ our  current  reactive  theory.  Under 
a  strategy  of  competition,  we  would  apply  our  economic  power  and  pursue 
a  military  strategy  designed  to  enhance  the  deterrent  credibility  and 
capability  of  our  converntional  land  forces  through  increased  strategic 
deployment.  The  advocated  strategy  of  competition  would  dispel  tour 
geopolitical  myths:  threat  of  USSR  global  domination;  (j£)  Soviet 

hegemony  is  leading  an  international  order  of  global  Marxism:  the 

Soviet  Union  and  her  proxies  are  responsible  for  the  revolutionary 
movements  within  developing  nations;  and  that  nuclear  arms 

reductions  should  be  undertaken  only  when  this  nation  can  negotiate  from 
a  position  of  strength  in  terms  of  PART  III  parity  or  superiority  with 
the  Soviet  Union. 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  P AGEfWflon  Data  Altai* d) 


9 


TOWARDS  A  STRATEGY  OF  COMPETITION 


Prepared  by 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Sterling  P.  Bassett 
15  April  1982 

United  States  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks,  PA  17013 


1C 

~T  E! 


v,\  MOV  1  5  1982 


A 


Approved  dev  public  release 
distribution  unlimited. 


The  sieve  seprssssl  la  this  paper  ere  these  of  the  author 
end  de  net  reeeeeerllp  reflect  the  sieve  ef  the 
Pipes taont  ef  Pefeaee  er  enp  ef  Ite  egoaelee.  Shis 
deevasht  map  act  be  roloacod  for  open  pehUeet&sa  until 
it  has  been  cleared  bp  the  appropriate  ailltesp  earslee 


The  following  hypothetical  statement 
was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
(designate)  appearing  before  his 
confirmation  hearing  conducted  by  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
on  21  January  1985. 


"Good  morning*  gentlemen.  I  am  pleased  and  honored  for  this  opportunity 
to  appear  before  this  confirmation  hearing  for  my  appointment  as  Secretary 
of  State.  I  look  forward  to  your  questions  and  candid  discussion.  First* 
however,  I  would  like  to  make  an  opening  statement  that  addresses  the  state 
of  the  world  and  specifically  our  national  strategy.  '  ' 

The  United  States  is  today  not  as  great  a  nation  or  superpower  as  it 
perceives  itself  to  be  nor  is  it  a6  great  as  it  can  be.  The  difference  between 
what  we  are  today,  a  superpower  in  decline  in  terms  of  influence  and  prestige, 
and  where  we  will  be  tomorrow  will  be  determined  to  a  large  extent  by  the 
national  strategy  we  pursue. 

In  order  to  understand  the  state  of  the  world  today  one  must  look  at  the 
nations  that  have  most  influenced  global  events  since  the  end  of  World  war  II. 
Those  nations  are  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  Both  nations  entered 
the  war  as  allies  and  potential  global  superpowers  and  both  have  become  undis¬ 
puted  superpowers  and  enemies.  Since  the  end  of  World  War  II  our  national 
strategy  in  dealing  with  the  Soviet  Union's  quest  for  expansion  has  been  based 
on  varying  strategies  of  containment.  Our  theory  being  such  a  strategy  would 
contain  at  worst  and  roll  back  at  best  Soviet  expansion  and  the  proliferation 
of  Marxist-Leninist  ideology. 

Our  strategy  of  containing  the  Soviet  Union  was  perhaps  a  feasible 
strategy  when  first  implemented  during  the  Truman  Administration.  This  nation 
was  undeniably  the  strongest  nation  in  the  world  militarily  and  economically 
and  had  been  spared  the  ravages  of  wax  on  its  own  soil.  We  were  also  the  sole 
possessor  of  the  most  terrifying  and  destructive  weapon  conceived  and  employed 
by  mankind.  The  Soviet  Union,  on  the  other  hand,  had  clearly  borne  the  brunt 
of  the  war  in  terms  of  human  losses  and,  although  potentially  a  superpower,  the 
Soviet  leadership's  desire  to  expand  their  influence  was  not  matched  by  their 
capacity,  capability,  nor  national  will.  In  short,  our  nation  had  the  luxury 
of  applying  a  strategy  of  containment  because  we  possessed  the  necessary  means 
to  pursue  such  a  strategy. 

In  retrospect,  however,  our  grand  strategy  of  containment  has  proven  to 
be  neither  an  effective  strategy  nor  viable  theory.  This  strategy  has  for  the 
most  part  resulted  in  a  continuing  and  unresolved  series  of  global  crises 
ranging  from  the  Korean  conflict  in  the  1950's,  to  the  Vietnam  experience  of 
the  1960's  and  1970 's  to  the  Caribbean,  Southwest  Asia,  and  Africa  dilemmas  of 
the  1980' s.  These  crises  represent  only  a  few  of  the  examples  I  would  point 
to  in  stressing  that  our  strategy  of  containment  has  not  prevented  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  Soviet  influence  beyond  its  post-World  War  II  borders  and  sphere  of 
influence.  Moreover,  I  would  further  submit  that  our  theory  of  containing 
Soviet  influence  and  specifically  Marxist-Leninist  ideology  has  caused  this 


nation  to  support  ill  fated  authoritarian  regimes  evidenced  by  events  in 
Vietnam#  Cuba#  Iran#  and  Nicaragua.  Finally#  our  strategy  of  containment  has 
not  influenced  nor  prevented  the  Soviet  Union  from  developing  into  a  contending 
superpower  who  today  and  for  the  foreseeable  future  represents  a  major  geo¬ 
political  influence. 

I  am  not  here  today  on  a  "witch  hunt"  nor  to  simply  criticize  the  architects 
of  our  containment  strategy.  After  all#  it  has  been  a  bipartisan  national 
strategy  implemented  by  Democratic  and  Republican  Administrations  alike  and 
supported  by  Congress  since  its  implementation.  Z  am  suggesting,  however, 
that  sufficient  time  has  elapsed  and  events  have  occurred  which  would  indicate 
that  our  strategy  of  containing  the  Soviet  Union  as  the  means  of  protecting 
American  vital  interests  is  neither  feasible  nor  desirable.  It  is  a  strategy 
that  in  retrospect  did  not  recognize  the  realities  of  the  world  as  they  existed 
at  the  time  and  will  not  meet  the  geopolitical  realities  of  tomorrow. 

The  world's  "power  brokers#”  nations  capable  of  influencing  international 
affairs#  are  no  longer  limited  to  only  this  nation  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

He  have  seen  other  developed  and  developing  nations  and  regions  rapidly  become 
major  powers  in  their  right  —  Mexico#  Japan#  the  People's  Republic  of  China, 
Western  Europe,  and  the  Middle  East.  While  these  nations  and  regions  may  not 
today  match  the  U.S.  or  Soviets  across  the  board  in  terms  of  superpower  capa¬ 
city,  they  do  influence  world  political  and  economic  events  and  their  potential 
for  further  growth  and  international  influence  is  significant.  Therefore,  it 
is  crucial  that  our  nation  face  the  geopolitical  reality  that  the  world  can  no 
longer  be  viewed  in  the  traditional  "bipolarized # "  or  East-West  context#  in  which 
foreign  nations  are  perceived  as  either  being  with  us  or  the  Soviet  Union.  A 
reality  which  accurately  reflects  a  world  today  in  which  increasingly  more  nations 
are  defining  their  own  vital  interests  in  terms  beyond  those  of  the  traditional 
ideological  "Cold  War"  context. 

One  paramount  weakness  of  our  strategy  of  containment  is  that  it  has  been 
for  all  intent  and  purposes  a  strategy  of  confrontation.  It  is  a  strategy  which 
when  viewed  by  the  Soviet  Union  is  a  rebuke#  if  not  an  open  challenge,  to  their 
perceived,  and  I  would  submit  legitimate#  position  as  a  competing  world  super¬ 
power.  This  is  not  an  unreasonable  perception  nor  claim  on  their  part  when 
considering  how  far  and  quickly  the  Soviet  Union  has  come  since  their  revolu¬ 
tion  earlier  in  this  century.  Notwithstanding  major  internal  and  external 
conflicts  the  Soviet  Union  has  survived  and  established  itself  as  a  remarkably 
resilient#  cohesive#  nationalistic#  and  patriotic  nation  —  a  nation  that  obviously 
has  not  and  will  not  conduct  its  internal  or  external  affairs  according  to  our 
national  strategy  to  "contain"  them.  In  fact#  our  strategy  of  containment  has 
tended  to  exacerbate  rather  than  improve  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union  and  as 
a  result  poses  a  major  and  continuing  obstacle  in  achieving  global  stability 
and  eventual  arms  reductions. 

As  you  by  now  cam  surmise#  my  view  of  the  strategy  this  nation  has  followed 
vis-a-vis  the  Soviet  Union  since  the  end  of  World  War  II  has  been  flawed  at  best. 

If  this  strategy  continues  to  underpin  our  domestic  and  foreign  policies  our 
national  interests  as  well  as  our  effectiveness  as  a  world  superpower  will 
undoubtedly  face  continued  decline.  We  need  to  embark  today  toward  a  mere 
effective  strategy#  one  which  recognizes  the  geopolitical  realities  of  today's 
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world,  one  in  which  focuses  not  only  on  the  Soviet  Union  but  addresses  all 
nations  of  the  world,  and  one  which  articulates  our  role  as  a  global  superpower. 

The  strategy  that  this  administration  proposes  our  nation  move  toward 
would  be  one  of  replacing  our  futile  efforts  to  contain  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  proliferation  of  Marxist  ideology  with  one  that  relies  on  the  proactive 
theory  of  competing  with  rather  than  confronting  our  adversaries  —  a  strategy 
of  competition  as  opposed  to  containment.  Such  a  strategy  would  enable  our 
country  to  more  efficiently  and  effectively  allocate  the  necessary  means  to 
meet  and  maintain  our  national  interests  while  simultaneously  improving  world 
economic  and  social  conditions.  Conditions  leading  to  the  restoration  and 
maintenance  of  a  more  stabilized  and  peaceful  world  order.  Specifically,  a 
national  strategy  which  calls  for  redirection  of  our  economic  and  military1  N 
means  to  better  meet  our  national  interests.  A  strategy  that  dispells  geo- 
political  myths  under  our  traditional  strategy  of  containment. 

A  strategy  of  competition  envisions  a  deemphasis  in  the  traditional  rivalry 
between  the  United  States  and  Soviet  Union  by  viewing  the  Soviets  as  one  of  a 
growing  nundoer  of  world  powers,  all  of  whom  are  competing  for  growing  influence 
in  terms  of  access  to  resources,  increased  economic  growth,  and  assistance  to 
developing  countries.  In  effect,  this  strategy  recognizes  the  decline  of 
traditional  East-Heat  alliances  borne  out  of  World  War  II  and  promotes  instead 
diplomatic,  economic,  and  social  ties  between  nations  regardless  of  their 
political  ideology  or  present  alliance.  Por  the  most  part,  our  adversaries  should 
be  viewed  more  in  terms  of  "competitors"  or  consumers  who  represent  untapped 
sources  of  foreign  investment  opportunities.  These  potential  economic  markets 
would  eventually  include  all  nations  of  Eastern  Europe,  as  well  as  Cuba,  Viet¬ 
nam,  Nicaragua,  and  North  Korea.  Don't  misconstrue  what  is  being  said  here. 

A  strategy  of  competition  by  no  means  implies  that  our  nation  legitimizes  or 
promotes  political  ideologies  and  values  alien  to  those  of  our  own.  It  serves, 
rather,  as  a  framework  with  which  to  expand  our  influence  by  recognizing  the 
strengths  of  our  nation  as  well  as  the  weaknesses  of  our  adversaries.  An 
impartial  observer  would  have  to  conclude  that  today's  contending  superpowers 
together  with  their  respective  allies  have  their  respective  strengths  and 
weaknesses .  The  West  having  tremendous  economic  vitality  with  declining 
relative  military  capability  and  the  East  having  tremendous  military  capability 
but  with  inherent  economic  weaknesses.  These  realities  are  a  result  of  respec¬ 
tive  political  and  socioeconomic  systems  that  can  be  expected  to  remain  in 
effect  for  the  future. 

Under  a  strategy  of  conpetition,  the  first  major  redirection  involves  the 
application  of  our  economic  power.  Specifically,  this  strategy  places  maximum 
emphasis  and  resources  toward  meeting  our  vital  interests  through  economic 
means  designed  to  strengthen  our  economic  and  social  conditions  as  well  as  those 
of  foreign  nations.  It  is  our  economic  means  and  the  interdependency  of  geo¬ 
economics  rather  than  military  means  which  underpins  a  strategy  of  competition. 

A  strategy  which  recognizes  that  this  nation's  "free  market"  economic  system 
has  consistently  demonstrated  that  the  United  States  represents  an  economic 
force  that  none  can  equal  much  less  surpass  today  and  for  the  foreseeable 
future . 


This  strategy  relies  upon  maintaining  "economic  force"  superiority  and 
its  employment  in  our  relations  with  traditional  "enemies"  rather  than  the 
use  or  threat  of  use  of  military  force  we  have  pursued  under  a  containment 
strategy.  This  is  not  a  novel  concept.  This  nation  demonstrated  our  economic 
capacity  and  willingness  to  employ  it  with  the  reconstruction  our  previous 
enemies  —  Germany  and  Japan  —  immediately  following  World  War  XI.  This 
successful  application  of  economic  force#  however#  required  redesignating 
former  "enemies"  as  peaceful  competitors  requiring  nation  building  initiatives 
to  foster  long  term  political#  social#  and  economic  stability.  It  is  significant 
to  note  that  no  other  nation  had  before  nor  since  undertaken  such  bold  and 
proactive  foreign  policy  initiatives  which  met  our  national  interests  as 
well  as  those  of  our  former  adversaries.  This  application  of  geoeconomic  power, 
however#  has  not  been  properly  employed  since  the  success  of  these  programs'.  ' 

A  strategy  of  competition  envisions  continuance  of  such  initiatives.  We 
must  aggressively  compete  with  existing  and  rising  economic  powers  to  bolster 
trade  relations  and  foreign  investment  with  developing  nations  of  the  Third 
world  and  particularly  those  susceptible  to  revolutionary  movements.  Such 
bold  initiatives  obviously  are  not  without  cost  and  require  national  resources 
and  resolve  to  subsidise#  in  the  short  term#  developing  nations  until  they 
become  viable  and  self-sustaining  economic  competitors  similar  to  West  Germany 
and  Japan.  Application  of  economic  force,  however,  will  require  moving  towards 
normalising  relations  with  nations  such  £ubar  Vietnam,  and  M4°h* agqa,  Unlike 
etfpjwy  §nd  ,  w§  na@d  *444tif4iy  Safest  e\#  adversaries 

4n  *9  99*  4*!t«F«Sfc§t  @ur  adversaries,  newayef ,  ere  noi 

?9|49  49  &**!•*  «•  «n  ecoHpsjig  £g4t*  that  Redel  is  §hown  to  be 

nferior  to  fhat  of  Capitalism.  Nevertheless#  there  is  ample  evidence  to  support 
the  claim  that  Marxist  economics  as  practiced  to  date  has  been  an  admitted 
failure  leading  most  Marxist  nations  to  the  brink  of  bankruptcy.  Our  nation's 
economic  force  has  the  potential  and  capacity  to  out  compete  with  any  Marxist 
regimes  today  and  for  the  future.  If  discretely  applied,  it  clearly  represents 
the  most  viable  and  effective  means  within  our  nation's  capability  to  further 
not  only  our  national  interests  but  thoss  of  other  nations  as  well. 

The  application  of  economic  force  should  not  be  interpreted  as  traditional 
foreign  aid  or  "give  away"  programs,  nor  as  a  moral  responsibility  of  redis¬ 
tributing  our  national  resources  to  foreign  nations.  What  this  strategy 
envisions  is  the  strengthening  of  our  national  economy  through  the  strengthening 
of  global  economics  by  a  mixture  of  "carrot  and  stick"  initiatives  through  trade 
preferences#  foreign  assistance,  multilateral  lending  programs  and  the  like. 

Such  economic  programs#  however#  by  themselves  will  not  constitute  the  means  to 
foster  the  development  of  better  relations  with  our  adversaries  nor  will  they 
guarantee  the  removal  of  social,  political#  and  economic  conditions  within 
those  nations  and  particularly  those  of  the  Third  World.  Our  nation's  economic 
power  does,  however,  provide  a  peaceful  means  that  can  be  employed  where  other 
traditional  military  means  are  no  longer  feasible  nor  practical.  Application  of 
economic  force  under  a  strategy  of  cosipetition#  must  be  proactive.  The  recent 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative*  #  while  necessary#  was  prompted  as  a  reactive  and 
token  economic  initiative  to  contain  further  Marxist  influence  in  this 
hemisphere.  Such  incremental  and  belated  use  of  our  economic  power  to  compete 
with  our  adversaries  is  as  futile  as  the  incremental  application  of  military 
power . 
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The  second  major  redirection  of  our  national  strategy  involves  our  military 
strategy.  Heretofore,  our  containment  strategy  dealt  with  the  Soviet  and 
Marxist- Leninist  expansion  primarily  through  the  use  or  threat  of  use  of  military 
power.  Xn  retrospect  this  may  have  been  understandable  given  our  unchallenged 
military  capability  at  the  end  of  World  War  XI.  Decades  have  passed,  however, 
since  we  possessed  a  one-sided  advantage  of  military  power  vis-a-vis  the  Soviet 
Union.  We  have  witnessed  our  virtual  "monopoly"  of  conventional  and  nuclear 
forces  of  the  1940's  move  to  that  of  "superiority"  in  the  1950's  and  1960's  to 
that  of  "parity"  of  the  1970 's  to  that  of  Soviet  conventional  "superiority"  of 
the  1980 's.  Thus,  while  our  military  strategy  was  perhaps  rationally  coupled 
with  our  containment  strategy,  the  shift  in  the  balance  of  military  power  to  the 
Soviet  Union  demands  not  only  redefining  our  national  strategy  but  our  military 
strategy  as  well.  Our  current  military  strategy  seeks  to  regain  conventional 
parity  with  the  Soviets  and  will  require  an  increasingly  larger  share  if  not 
total  mobilization  of  our  finite  national  resources.  I  submit  that  such  a 
commitment  and  expenditure  of  our  national  resources  at  the  expense  of  our 
domestic  needs  and  economic  vitality  is  neither  prudent  nor  realistically 
feasible  in  our  nation  today. 

Under  a  strategy  of  competition  we  should  pursue  a  military  strategy 
designed  to  enhance  the  deterrent  credibility  and  capability  of  our  conventional 
land  forces  through  increased  strategic  deployment.  Today  if  military  power  is 
to  be  an  effective  and  credible  means  of  deterring  or  resolving  political  con¬ 
flict  in  a  global  context,  it  must  similarly  be  capable  of  immediate  projection 
and  employment  in  a  global  context.  Specifically,  military  power  must  be  brought 
to  bear  in  terms  of  hours  and  days,  not  weeks  and  months,  if  it  is  to  be  a 
credible  and  capable  means  of  deterring  or  resolving  conflict.  A  strategy  of 
competition  refutes  the  "long  war"  scenario  myth  which  envisions  superpowers 
engaging  in  sustained  conflict  together  with  mobilization  efforts  reminiscent 
of  World  War  IX.  This  strategy  recognizes  that  while  both  the  United  States  and 
Soviet  Union  possess  awesome  conventional  and  nuclear  arsenals,  ironically 
neither  superpower  can  militarily  defeat  the  other  without  resorting  or  responding 
to  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons.  Simply  stated  the  awesome  lethality  and  nonstain- 
able  nature  of  the  modern  battlefield  coupled  with  the  threat  of  horizontal 
escalation  by  either  superpower  establishes  the  fact  that  this  nation  and  the 
Soviet  Union  are  not  destined  for  war  with  one  another.  Thus,  conventional  forces 
similar  to  nuclear  forces  of  both  superpowers  are  for  deterrence  rather  than 
actual  employment. 

A  strategy  of  competition  would  require  that  our  military  forces  outcompete 
the  Soviet  Union  in  terms  of  strategic  mobility  and  conventional  force  projection. 
Specifically,  our  military  strategy  requires  a  fourth  "leg"  be  added  to  our 
nuclear  triad  consisting  of  rapid  strategic  forces  capable  of  projecting  land 
forces  by  air  and  supported  primarily  through  aircraft  carrier  battle  groups. 

The  forces  envisioned  would  require  significant  increase  in  strategic  airlift 
with  a  corresponding  decrease  in  manpower,  force  structure,  and  resources. 

The  Army,  consisting  of  a  total  of  nine  active  divisions  organized  into  three 
corps,  would  possess  the  capability  to  rapidly  spearhead  land  forces  into  as 
many  as  three  hemispheres  as  compared  to  our  current  projection  capability  to 
one  hemisphere.  Naval  and  Marine  forces  envisioned  would  require  no  more  than 
the  currently  programmed  fifteen  carrier  battle  groups  and  three  active  Marine 
divisions.  The  Air  Force  envisioned  would  require  less  tactical  and  increasingly 
more  strategic  airlift  capability. 
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This  military  strategy  also  differs  from  our  traditional  forward  basing 
or  "maginot  Line"  philosophy  under  containment.  Land  forces  would  not  be  tied 
down  to  static  missions  such  as  in  Europe  and  Korea  in  anticipation  of 
refighting  World  War  XI  and/or  the  Korean  conflict.  Those  forces  should  be 
recognised  as  nde  facto"  political  peacekeeping  forces  in  view  of  their  limited 
sise  and  inability  to  affect  the  outcome  of  hostilities.  Accordingly,  these 
forces  should  be  reduced  to  a  minimum  consistent  with  a  peacekeeping  role  which 
would  insure  a  sufficient  "tripwire”  presence  and  commitment  to  allies  while 
substantially  reducing  costs  associated  with  maintaining  our  current  force 
level.  Adapting  this  military  strategy,  therefore,  increases  our  conventional 
force  deterrent  through  increased  availability  as  well  as  strategic  capability 
for  global  commitment  to  multiple  hemispheres. 

"  \ 

Moving  towards  a  strategy  of  competition  finally  dispels  four  geopolitical 
myths  perpetuated  under  our  strategy  of  containment.  The  first  myth  is  the 
threat  of  Soviet  Union  global  domination.  Although  possessing  historical  and 
ideological  expansionary  characteristics,  the  Soviet  Union's  track  record  of 
successful  expansionism  in  the  aggregate  has  been  a  failure.  While  Soviet 
influence  has  been  seen  in  Afghanistan,  Southeast  Asia  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
in  the  Caribbean  Basin,  the  Soviet  reversals  experienced  with  China,  Egypt, 
Sudan,  the  Caribbean  (Jamaica) ,  and  the  potential  liberalization  of  her  Eastern 
European  allies  demonstrates  Soviet  vulnerabilities  and  limitations  in  matching 
rhetoric  with  results.  The  Soviet  Union's  failure  to  sustain  global  influence 
is  clearly  attributable  to  the  inherent  flaws  of  its  political  and  socio¬ 
economic  system  as  opposed  to  our  containment  philosophy.  Ironically,  it  is 
the  Soviet's  reliance  on  military  power  to  achieve  and  sustain  international 
prestige  and  influence  that  serves  to  contain  rather  than  expand  her  influence 
in  the  long  tezm. 

A  second  and  related  myth  is  that  of  Soviet  hegemony  in  leading  an  inter¬ 
national  order  of  global  Marxism.  History  has  shown  that  no  single  nation  has 
demonstrated  the  capacity  to  sustain  any  semblance  of  a  Communist  or  Marxist- 
Leninist  political,  military,  or  economic  alliance  which  threatens  global 
stability.  The  independent  nature  ot  such  Marxist  nations  as  the  Peoples 
Republic  of  China  and  Yugoslavia  suggests  that  any  real  solidarity  of  Marxist 
nations  are  strengthened  only  in  proportion  to  the  extent  that  this  country 
isolates  those  nations.  These  nations  should  be  considered  as  independent 
and  decoupled  from  the  Soviet  Union  as  opposed  to  being  aligned  with  the 
"Communist  Block"  under  our  containment  strategy. 

The  third  myth  dispelled  by  a  strategy  of  competition  is  that  the  Soviet 
Union  and  her  proxies  are  responsible  for  the  revolutionary  movements  within 
developing  nations.  Revolution  by  definition  is  a  means  by  which  political 
and  socio-economic  inequities  are  changed  in  societies.  A  means  that  long 
preceded  Marxist-Leninist  ideology  and  related  movements .  Our  Declaration  of 
Independence  addresses  such  inequities  which  caused  not  only  our  revolution 
against  a  repressive  government  but  inequities  found  in  developing  nations 
throughout  the  world  today.  Our  revolution,  like  that  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
was  violent  in  nature.  This  nation,  however,  unlike  the  Soviet  Union  and  other 
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Marxist  regimes  has  elected  to  ignore  or  repress  internally  organized  and 
nationistically  borne  revolutionary  movements  primarily  due  to  our  illfounded 
paranoia  of  a  perceived  global  Marxist  threat.  A  strategy  of  competition, 
would  compete  with  potential  Marxist  or  "violent"  revolution  through  the 
application  of  necessary  political  and  socio-economic  reforms  to  promote 
economic  or  "peaceful"  revolution.  Such  a  strategy  to  be  successful,  however, 
oust  be  proactive  in  providing  resources  and  reforms  to  developing  nations 
prior  to,  not  after,  Marxist  revolution  is  perceived  to  be  the  only  viable 
alternative. 

The  final  myth  dispelled  is  that  nuclear  arms  reductions  should  be  under¬ 
taken  only  when  this  nation  can  negotiate  from  a  position  of  strength  in 
terms  of  parity  or  superiority  with  the  Soviet  Union.  Under  a  strategy  of '  ' 
competition,  this  nation  has  the  opportunity  to  seize  the  lead  in  reducing  the 
threshold  of  nuclear  conflagration  that  has  plagued  the  world  for  generations. 

Such  an  opportunity,  however,  requires  redefining  the  level  of  nuclear  weapons 
required  by  this  nation  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  protecting  our  respective 
national  interests.  To  date  both  superpowers  have  sought  to  achieve  an  acceptable 
balance  of  nuclear  weapons  in  terms  of  superiority  at  best  or  parity  at  worst. 
Accordingly,  both  nations  have  developed  nuclear  arsenals  which  have  achieved 
many  times  over  the  capacity  of  exterminating  not  only  one  another's  society 
but  the  entire  world's  population  as  well.  Thus,  nuclear  parity  and  superiority 
must  be  viewed  in  terms  of  "overkill"  which  serves  to  promote  rather  than  deter 
the  threat  of  eventual  nuclear  war.  A  strategy  of  competition  defines  the 
prudent  level  of  nuclear  weapons  in  terms  of  the  absolute  minimum,  or  sufficient 
level,  required  to  destroy  one's  enemy  or  enemies.  No  more  and  no  less.  Both 
superpowers  have  long  since  exceeded  such  sufficiency  and  can  reduce  accordingly, 
mutually  or  unilaterally,  without  endangering  our  respective  national  interests. 
The  level  of  sufficiency  to  be  reduced  to,  however,  cannot  be  expected  to  be 
balanced  or  the  same  for  both  superpowers.  This  nation's  level  of  sufficiency 
required  is  less  than  the  Soviet's  due  primarily  to  the  threat  or  perceived 
threat  facing  both  superpowers.  While  this  nation  has  never  been  invaded  or 
threatened  by  its  hemispheric  neighbors,  the  Soviet  Union  has  historically 
experienced  repeated  invasions  and  hostilities  with  nations  along  its  borders 
and  this  threat,  real  or  perceived,  oust  be  recognized  by  the  United  States. 

Simply  stated,  the  Soviet  Union  historically  and  even  today  faces  more  potential 
enemies  than  the  United  States.  Thus,  a  "higher  level"  of  nuclear  weapon 
sufficiency  by  the  Soviet  Union  should  not  be  viewed  as  unacceptable  or  as  a 
threat  to  our  national  interests.  Nor  should  the  United  States  delay  its 
reduction  according  to  that  of  the  Soviet  Union  since  our  national  security 
interests  will  only  be  jeopardized  should  our  nuclear  arsenal  fall  below  that 
of  a  sufficient  level  capable  of  destroying  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  summary,  let  me  state  that  a  strategy  of  competition  considers  the 
threat  to  our  nations  security  to  be  greater  than  the  traditional  "Soviet  and 
Marxist  threat"  perpetuated  under  our  containment  strategy.  Equally,  if  not 
more  threatening  to  our  national  interests  is  the  inability  to  meet  our  growing 
domestic  needs;  our  failure  to  sustain  economic  vitality  and  growth  without 
recession,  and  finally  the  steady  decline  in  our  nation's  prestige  and  influence 
as  the  free  world's  leading  superpower .  Broadening  the  scope  of  the  actual 
threat  this  nation  faces  requires  broadening  the  nature  of  our  country's 
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8t^*tegy  as  weU  as  Congress'  role  in  formulating  and  implementing  that 
similar-  i-  *■ v.*  *  *  1  ^ave  discussed  today  is  obviously  in  theory  only 

containment  theory  at  its  inception.  Therefore  the  theory  of 

I?*1  f?qUlre  the  ^Plication  of  policies,  resources,  and  most 
YtMP^  l8aJ  Congressional  support  for  it  to  be  a  successful  national 

PrMid^t  L  administration  fully  realizes  the  political  reality  that  the 
Y  POp°8®  national  strategy  but  it  is  Congress  who  largely  deter- 
^in/^8  !UCOesSful  implementation.  There  should  be  no  doubt  that  this 
dministration  entered  office  with  a  clear  mandate  from  the  American  people 

«  8  raMrth  of  American  strength  and  prestige  in  domestic  as  well  as 
;fair8\  A  ““date  for  lessening  global  instability  and  the  threat  of 
.  “  holocaust.  Rebuilding  America,  however,  must  start  with  rebuilding  a 
nifnr"?1  ■JrataW  maximizes  the  development  and  employment  of  our  vast' 

natural  and  economic  resources,  a  strategy  which  is  proactive  rather  than 

reJolutioi"  a88*8t“ig  de^eloPing  nations  pursue  peaceful  rather  than  violent 
tittliL  JTZ9?  1XnkS  guarantees  our  long  term  economic  growth 

stranothin^  ^  ^  °f  f°reign  nations,  a  strategy  which  establishes  and 

nS^TSS  aco"°“*c  r  Wlth  OUr  adver8aries,  a  strategy  which  provides  our 
nation  with  a  military  force  requiring  substantially  fewer  resources  but 

Jm^le^  vL?  9Tr  ??d  “°re  Credible  caP®hility  to  deter  conventional  and 
«  iy  *  8trategy  which  seeks  to  regain  and  maintain  our 

Snol!  r,n!  gl°^al  8uPerpower  by  competing  with  rather  than  confronting 
the  Soviet  union.  The  time  and  opportunity  to  pursue  a  new  national  strategy 

tte  ,r“^r  "°!  "°re  ^“Si"9  in  to  provide  thi.  natiOT  md 

the  rest  of  the  world  with  e  vision  of  toerica'a  destined  global  role  as  we 

abroach  th.  twenty-first  century.  To  paraphrase  forwer  president  Reagan  "If 
not  us  .  .  .  who?,  if  not  now  .  .  .  when?" 

Gentlemen,  this  completes  my  prepared  statement.  What  are  your  questions?" 
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